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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Application Number 09/884,523 received on 18 
June 2001. 

2. Claims 20-40, 55-74, and 78-81 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 20-40, and 55-81 are rejected because they undue multiplicity based on 
35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. Applicant presents an unreasonable number of 
claims which are repetitious and multiplied, the net result of which is to confuse rather 
than to clarify the claimed invention. The right of applicants to freedom of choice in 
selecting phraseology which truly points out and defines their inventions should not be 
abridged. Such latitude, however, should not be extended to sanction that degree of 
repetition and multiplicity which beclouds definition in a maze of confusion. See In re 
Chandler, 31 9 F.2d 211, 225, 1 38 USPQ 1 38, 1 48 (CCPA 1 963). Examiner suggests 
that Applicant select three groups of claims, which best describe the invention without 
confusion. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 20-25, 27, 28, 32-35, 38 and 39 recite the limitation "the control application". 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation. Examiner suggests using 
independent associated control application. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim 37 recites "different independent control applications". It is unclear to Examiner 
how they are different. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim 37 recites "the other independent control applications". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation. Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claims 27-28 recites "a team building process for indicating (their) availability". It 
is unclear to Examiner what a team building process is. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim 40 recites the limitation "to operate in response to signals communicated from 
control applications of the other peripheral devices". It is unclear what is performing this 
operation. Examiner suggests adding "the independent control applications operating in 
response to signals communicated..." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 20, 21, 23 34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ward (U.S. Patent Number 4,636,947). 
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5. Regarding ciaim 20, Ward disclosed, a self-service terminal comprising a plurality 
of peripheral devices each of the peripheral devices having an independent associated 
control application, the control applications being operable to communicate with each 
other, whereby, in use, a peripheral device operates in response to a signal generated 
by another peripheral device (Ward, col. 2, lines 35-60 and Fig. 2, Ward teaches a 
terminal in a network where each of the peripheral devices include a subsystem 
controller and memory for parallel transaction event processing among other devices, 
Ward teaches the protocol handler tasks for controlling data formatting and timing 
between devices communicating in an on-line network. In order for an ATM to properly 
operate, the peripherals function in a ordered sequence and therefore they do operate 
in response to signals generated by the peripheral devices whose operation comes 
beforehand in the sequence). 

6. Regarding claim 21, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20, including wherein the control applications communicate with each 
other using a peer-to-peer communication protocol (Ward, col. 3, lines 20-25, Fig. 2). 

7. Regarding claim 23, Ward discloses the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20, including wherein the control applications communicate with each 
other using signals addressed directly to selected peripheral devices so that a 
peripheral device only communicates with those peripheral devices whose operation 
depends on or is connected with the state of that peripheral device (Ward, col. 3, lines 
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40-60, col. 4, lines 1-10, 30-35, Ward disclosed that the peripherals operate in a 
transaction sequence, meaning that a peripheral device operates according to the 
operation of peripheral devices that operate before it). 

8. Regarding claim 34, Ward discloses the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20, including wherein, in use, each of the control applications are 
executed on a single central processor (Ward, col. 3, lines 20-26). 

9. Regarding claim 36, Ward discloses the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20, including wherein the peripheral devices are selected from the 
following peripheral devices: user interface, card reader, receipt printer, cash dispenser, 
and a bar code scanner (Ward, Fig. 2, 96). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 22, 24-33, 35 and 37-40, 55-74, and 78-81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ward in view of Kraslavsky et al. (U.S. Patent 
Number 5,537,626). 
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1 1 . Regarding claim 22, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein the control applications 
communicate with each other using broadcast signals in order to communicate a 
present state of the peripheral devices. Kraslavsky disclosed communication links that 
enable peripheral devices of a terminal to communicate with each other through 
broadcasting (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-22). It would have been obvious to one in the 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the communication 
links of Kraslavsky into the invention of Ward in order to enable the peripheral devices 
of a terminal to communicate with one another, eliminating the need to use the 
Peripheral Control Unit. 

12. Regarding claim 24, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein a control application that 
operates in response to a signal communicated from another peripheral device 
acknowledges receipt of that signal. Kraslavsky disclosed peripheral devices 
responding to broadcast signals (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See motivation 
above. 

13. Regarding claim 25, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 20, including wherein each control application is 
operable to identify any failed peripheral device that does not acknowledge receipt of a 



Application/Control Number: 09/884,523 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2143 

signal, and to communicate the functional state of that failed peripheral device to other 
control applications (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See motivation above. 

14. Regarding claim 26, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein each peripheral device uses 
a registry for maintaining a record of the functioning peripheral devices in the terminal. 
Kraslavsky disclosed keeping statistics and a log of the devices (Kraslavsky, col. 14, 
lines 5-15). See motivation above. 

15. Regarding claim 27, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein the control applications 
implement a team building process for indicating their availability. Kraslavsky disclosed 
peripheral devices indicating availability (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See 
motivation above. 

16. Regarding claim 28, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 27, including wherein as part of the team building 
process, each control application associated with an available peripheral device 
transmits a start-up signal (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See motivation above. 

17. Regarding claim 29, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 28, including wherein the start-up signal includes an 
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identifier for the peripheral device being initialized and an address at which the 
peripheral device receives signals (Kraslavsky, coL 14, lines 5-15). See motivation 
above. 

18. Regarding claim 30, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 29, including wherein the start-up signal is broadcast 
to other peripheral devices (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See motivation above. 

19. Regarding claim 31, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 30, including wherein the start-up signal is 
communicated directly to predetermined addresses that correspond to other peripheral 
devices (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15, col. 17, lines 30-45). See motivation above. 

20. Regarding claim 32, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein the control application 
associated with each peripheral devices creates a functional group registry comprising 
the addresses and identity of each peripheral device that has sent a startup signal. 
Kraslavsky disclosed logging device information from startup signals received 
(Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15). See motivation above. 

21. Regarding claim 33, Ward and Kraslavsky disclosed the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claim 32, including wherein each control application 
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transmits a shut-down signal when its peripheral device is no longer able to operate 
properly; each control application being operable to modify its functional group registry 
in response to a shut-down signal from another peripheral device to indicate the 
removal of that peripheral device from operation (Kraslavsky, col. 14, lines 5-15, 30-45). 

22. Regarding claim 35, Ward disclosed the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 20. Ward did not explicitly state wherein, in use, each of the control 
applications is executed on a processor within its associated peripheral. Kraslavsky 
disclosed a printer containing its own processor and running applications (Kraslavsky, 
col. 14, lines 5-45). 

23. Claims 37-40, 55-74, and 78-81 include limitations similar to the limitations found 
in claims 20-36, and are therefore rejected under the same art as claims 20-36 as being 
substantially similar. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on 19 January 2005 have been 
carefully considered but they are not deemed fully persuasive. 

Thus, Applicant's arguments drawn toward distinction of the claimed invention 
and the prior art teachings on this point are not considered persuasive 

Regarding the independent claims of the invention, a discussion about peripheral 
devices in a terminal should be made to clarify Examiner's interpretation. The definition 
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of a peripheral device is a computer device that is connected to a computer and is 
controlled by the computer's processor By Applicant's arguments concerning the 
peripheral devices of the claimed invention, it is clearly misunderstood as to what a 
peripheral device is. The definition as stated above shows that a peripheral device is a 
device that is connected to a computer and controlled by that computer. In terms of 
Applicant's arguments regarding the claimed invention. Applicant argues that the 
peripheral devices control themselves. If this is the case, the devices that Applicant is 
referring to are not accurately defined as peripheral devices, being that they are not 
controlled by a computer. Applicant should go into further detail in the independent 
claims explaining the functionality of these peripheral devices to clarify the operation of 
the peripheral devices not only with each other, but with the computer in control (i.e. the 
terminal). 

Examiner understands what Applicant is trying to claim, however the claims as 
currently presented may be interpreted differently. The independent associated control 
applications, as stated in the first action, can be interpreted as device drivers, which 
allow communication between peripheral devices. Being that the environment is an 
ATM, it is well known that peripheral devices act in sequence with one another, and the 
operation of one peripheral device is dependent on the operation of the previous 
peripheral device. It is also well known that peripheral devices are at the same level 
(i.e. peers), and that they communicate through broadcasting. 

Furthermore, as it is Applicant's right to continue to claim as broadly as possible 
their invention, it is also the Examiner's right to continue to interpret the claim language 
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as broadly as possible. It is the Examiner's position that the detailed functionality that 
allows for Applicant's invention to overcome the prior art used in the rejection, fails to 
differentiate in detail how these features are unique. 

It is the Examiner's position that Applicant has not yet submitted claims drawn to 
limitations, which define the operation and apparatus of Applicant's disclosed invention 
in manner, which distinguishes over the prior art. 

Failure for Applicant to significantly narrow definition/scope of the claims and 
supply arguments commensurate in scope with the claims implies the Applicant intends 
broad interpretation be given to the claims. The Examiner has interpreted the claims 
with scope parallel to the Applicant in the response and reiterates the need for the 
Applicant to more clearly and distinctly define the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in 
the references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
applied to specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner 
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In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3910. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (571 ) 272-3923. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





J. B. D. 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 



